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Abstract: 
The play N*W*C attempts to discredit the use of stereotypes and racially sensitive 
words. Given the current context of a large Midwestern university, this study seeks to 
document the reactions of multiple stake holding groups to the N*W*C play and 
understand its implications on campus climate. Stake holding groups include: a university 
administrator; faculty members from different academic departments; and university  
students that had seen the play. Responses to the play were studied using an ethnographic 
research design. Data was gathered using the following qualitative methods: (a) document 
analysis, (b) field notes, and (c) interviews. Data was analyzed using techniques associated 
with naturalistic interpretation and triangulation (Denzin, 1989). While everyone agreed 
that N*W*C had its drawbacks, those who reacted positively to the play (the majority of  
respondents) believed N*W*C to be a step in the right direction in helping to fight 
prejudice, bias, discrimination, and injustice.   
Introduction:
When studying N*W*C and its implications on campus climate, it is important to 
discuss the context in which this play arrived. During the 2006-2007 academic year, a large 
Midwestern university experienced instances of racial intolerance and mockery. Students at 
this large Midwestern university participated in racially-themed parties mocking Hispanics 
and African Americans. The fallout from these parties evoked outrage among the 
university’s underrepresented racial groups. The long debate over this school’s Native 
American mascot also fostered much racial tension. Since, the mid-1970s, this mascot had 
been the center of many protests and demonstrations. These issues, along with (what seems 
at times as) a racially segregated student body, only advanced such tensions. Consequently, 
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university officials held talks and even a forum discussing matters pertaining to race and 
racism. This forum included topics, such as the university’s mascot and the racially-themed 
parties. While it seemed that tensions were calming as the Fall 2007 session began, there 
remained this sense of racial contention among students. In mid-September 2007, N*W*C 
arrived at this large Midwestern university amid such racial discord.  
Thesis/Research Question: 
The play N*W*C attempts to discredit the use of stereotypes and racially sensitive 
words. Given the current context at this large Midwestern university, this study seeks to 
document the reactions of multiple stake holding groups to the N*W*C play and 
understand its implications on campus climate. 
Methodology:
I. Participants:
There were a total of eight participants in this study, which included a university 
administrator, faculty members from different academic departments, and university 
students that had seen the play. 
II. Methods: 
The responses to the play were studied using an ethnographic research design. Data 
was collected using the following qualitative methods: (a) document analysis, (b) field 
notes, and (c) interviews. Data was analyzed using techniques associated with naturalistic 
interpretation (Denzin, 1989).    
III. Procedure: 
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(A) In an open letter to a university administrator, Professor Sundiata Cha-
Jua, a faculty member in the African American Studies Department, claimed to speak on 
behalf of his whole department when expressing his feelings about N*W*C. Because 
Professor Cha-Jua had claimed to speak on behalf of his whole department, this letter was 
analyzed to obtain information regarding the African American Studies Department’s 
overall feelings regarding N*W*C. 
(B) In gathering field notes, I attended the September 20th performance of 
N*W*C, the post-show discussion involving the actors and audience members, and the 
September 21st interview that a graduate student in philosophy held with the actors. 
Detailed descriptions were taken of how audience members reacted to certain scenes, jokes, 
and statements, as well as detailing the extent of their reactions. In the post-show 
discussion and the September 21st interview, detailed descriptions were taken as to the 
questions being asked to the actors, as well as their responses to those questions. Also 
reported in the field notes were characteristics of audience members (i.e. clothing and 
physical appearance) and a description of the setting in which the field notes were taken.   
(C) Interviews involved only those students who had attended the play on 
any of its three performances. Three routes were taken in gathering interview participants. 
First, my colleagues and I had bulletins made and sent to students living in one of the 
university’s undergraduate dormitories. We chose this specific dormitory because we 
discovered that many of the undergraduate students that had seen the play live there. 
Moreover, this dormitory hosted many of the post-show dialogues, and we, consequently, 
believed that they would be more willing to help us spread the word of our research and, in 
doing so, help us find students who had seen the play. Our second method of obtaining 
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interview participants involved the social networking website Facebook. Facebook includes 
many applications and options, such as messaging other students, watching music videos, 
and creating groups for common interests. We created a group focusing on the N*W*C 
play and invited fellow students to join. We specifically asked students to join if they had 
actually seen the play. Out of the four hundred students invited, only twenty-two students 
joined. After finding out who had seen the play, we then sent out a detailed mass e-mail 
describing our study and asked if anyone would be interested in participating. The third 
route in gathering interviews involved going to a student senate meeting on multicultural 
affairs and asking student senators and their staffers if they would be interested in 
participating in our study (we learned that some had seen the play and were interested in 
conducting interviews). 
Findings:
I. Document Analysis:
We analyzed two letters sent between a university administrator and Professor 
Sundiata Cha-Jua of the African American Studies Department. The first letter documents 
Sundiata’s bitter displeasure with the invitation of N*W*C. He expressed his 
disappointment and anger in the university administrator’s choice to invite N*W*C to 
campus without discussing the matter with him or his fellow department members (in 
which he says to have spoken on their behalf). Cha-Jua was “dismayed that [the university 
administrator] made the decision to bring a ‘play’ which even [he agreed] is controversial 
without first consulting people of color on campus and in the community, especially those 
who study, teach and regularly engage these issues.” Much of the letter then entailed the 
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many issues and problems that Cha-Jua had with N*W*C and why he did not want it 
playing at this university. He viewed N*W*C as “simplistic and shortsighted [that aimed] 
to challenge [individuals’] personal prejudices by performing stereotypes and using 
offensive racial slurs.” He simply believed the play to be in “poor quality and in poor 
taste.” Cha-Jua did not doubt the university administrator’s “good intentions,” but he felt 
that the university administrator’s “decision to impose this ‘play’ on [ethnic faculty 
members and other people of color] without consultation [represented] the height of white 
liberal arrogance!” 
In his letter responding to Professor Cha-Jua, the university administrator defended 
his decision to invite N*W*C to the school stating that N*W*C is “a work that holds 
constructive value for our campus and community.” He understood why and regretted the 
fact that ethnic faculty members were upset at him, but still supported his original decision 
arguing that “individuals [should] be able to decide for themselves the value of work, such 
as N*W*C*.” He then follows by listing off past works that, in his view, brought 
“culturally diverse aesthetic experiences that [stretched] across the performance disciplines 
and points of cultural origin.” Unlike his colleague, the university administrator’s tone, in 
his letter, emphasizes cooperation and resolve. In fact, he looks at this disagreement as an 
opportunity to work with Cha-Jua and other ethnic faculty members in “[generating] as 
much positive change as possible [at the university] and in the broader community.” 
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II. Field Notes: 
(A) What Audience Members were Laughing At/Degree of Laughter: 
                        Audience member demographics were quite diverse. Racial demographics 
included Caucasians, African Americans, Hispanic Americans, and Asian Americans 
(including Indian Americans and Middle-Eastern Americans). In observing audience 
members, I noticed certain aspects of the show that garnered more intense laughter than 
others. At the show’s opening, many of the audience members laughed at Raphael and 
Alan when chanting their respective racial slurs, but when Miles entered the stage chanting 
the N-word repeatedly, everyone broke out into laughter. In fact, how audience members 
reacted to the opening scene, where the actors were chanting racial slurs, was no different 
from the rest of the show. With each racial stereotype mentioned, the audience erupted in 
laughter. Interestingly enough, when Miles used African American stereotypes, the 
majority of audience members laughed more intensely than they did at the Latino or Asian 
stereotypes used by Raphael and Alan, respectively. This led me to believe that, for 
whatever reason, audience members may have been more disposed to finding humor in 
African American stereotypes. Audience members laughed harder when, for instance, 
Miles imitated stereotypical African American dialect. It was, indeed, the case, however, 
that people of all demographic backgrounds, in attendance, were laughing at stereotypes; 
that is undeniable. Audience members did laugh when the actors made fun of Caucasian 
stereotypes. Specifically, many Caucasians laughed at jokes regarding “white” vernacular. 
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(B) Specific/General Reactions from Audience Members:
Distinguishable utterances or overheard conversations held between and 
among audience members helped me to gain insight as to what some thought about the 
play. I sat behind five Caucasian individuals who continuously laughed at African 
American jokes. In fact, when leaning over to write my notes (I had to lean over to get 
some light) I overheard one Caucasian male saying to another Caucasian male, “That’s so 
true!” The other Caucasian male responded with, “That’s why it’s funny bro.” Other times, 
audience members reacted to some of the jokes centering on stereotypes in a way that gave 
me the impression that they knew just how ridiculous the stereotypes were. Specifically, 
instead of laughing, “Ha-ha…that’s hilarious and true,” they laughed, “Ha-ha…wow…
that’s ridiculous.” Sitting besides me, throughout the show, was a Caucasian woman who 
was about my age. We engaged in small talk, and after a few moments, she asked me why I 
had a notebook with me. I, of course, did not want to tell her I was conducting 
observational research, so I told her, simply, that I was taking notes in order to help myself 
later write a summary of the production. I asked her as to why she came to see the show, 
and she responded, “I just came here for kicks…no reason in particular. I like stuff that 
pertains to racial issues, and I thought why not?” She told me that she had heard negative 
critiques of the production in that people reported being offended. After saying such, she 
did go out of her way to tell me that “[she] is not easily offended” and “didn’t quite see 
what all the fuss was about.” 
            However, there were clear examples of bitter distaste with the show. 
Midway through the show, I noticed about maybe five to ten individuals leaving the 
auditorium; they never came back. This reinforced the notion that even though it seemed as 
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if most of the people in attendance “got it,” others still did not (or were completely 
offended that they had to leave). I was unable to make detailed descriptions about the 
individuals who left because they had been sitting on the opposite side of the auditorium 
from where I was sitting. I did notice, though, that they were all African Americans. Of the 
individuals who left, there were more women than men. 
            When someone is accused of “playing the race card,” they are accused of 
purposefully bringing race into an issue or debate to gain some degree of advantage. The 
skit involving the use and discussion of “race cards” did not draw immense laughter 
amongst non-whites. Overall, this skit failed to attract much laughter from both whites and 
non-whites indicating that audience members, in general, found the “race card” skit to 
perhaps not be funny or even offensive. To accuse someone of “playing the race card,” is 
understood as an attempt by the accuser to obfuscate an issue. By making fun of how non-
whites “get their ‘race card’” and how they should “not leave home without [one]” 
indicates, perhaps, to the audience that the actors, themselves, believe there to be an overall 
frivolous an unwarranted mentioning of race in matters where it shouldn’t belong. 
Audience members did not find this skit funny, in my opinion, because perhaps they see 
the salience of race covering and expanding to many different issues. Furthermore, by 
poking fun at “race cards” and their “frivolous” usage, audience members, I suggest, 
perceive the actors as unknowingly obfuscating matters where race is thought to be 
involved.     
            Regardless as to what audience members laughed at or to what extent, it 
appeared as though most of those in attendance subscribed to the actors’ main message or 
theme: people of different ‘races’ and/or cultures “have more in common with each other 
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than one would think.” Overall, every act which emphasized the theme of unity and/or self-
love received a thunderous applause. When the actors began their skit involving iconic 
American/white figures (Santa Claus, Superman, Jesus, etc.), much of the audience found it 
funny and many applauded to show, what I believed to be, appreciation for tackling an 
issue that does not seem to garner much attention within the mainstream discussion(s) 
regarding race and racism. When the show came to close (and the auditorium faded to 
black), it ended with a standing ovation. 
(C) Post-Show Q & A:
The post-show Q & A session focused on mainly the actors’ responses to 
questions proposed by audience members. However, answers to these questions generated 
some significant and noteworthy responses from those audience members remaining in the 
auditorium. In terms of demographics, most of the remaining audience members were non-
white. There seemed to be an even distribution of males and females. Early in the session, 
an African American woman asked why the actors chose to wear all white at the end of the 
show. The actors responded that they decided to use white because that color lit better 
under the stage lights. In addition, they went on to say that white was used because it is a 
neutral color. It was meant to represent a blank page, and it was also used to show a unity 
among the actors. When asked by another African American woman about whether they 
thought that they were perpetuating stereotypes, the actors responded by saying that they 
chose to incorporate the use of stereotypes because they, first, wanted to “bring them up.” 
Then, they wanted to “twist them” and, finally, turn them “on their heads.” Alan then went 
on to say that as the production went on, stereotypes are further and continuously broken 
down. After this response from the actors, a Caucasian male stood up from his seat and 
9
                                                                                                                           Marinelli
stated that it had, in fact, worked for him. Applause from fellow audience members ensued. 
Not long afterwards, an African American woman asked the actors to list a few of the 
positive reasons for being African American; she believed that the actors only stated 
negative African American stereotypes as reasons for wanting to be black. The actors 
responded by saying that they, in fact, did state positive reasons for wanting to be black. 
Positive reasons included being “soulful” and “beautiful.” This answer did not please the 
woman, and she stated to Miles, “You still haven’t answered my question.” Miles 
responded by saying, “Yes I did. I said many positive things, such as African Americans 
being ‘soulful’ and ‘beautiful.’” The woman discontinued her questioning, but the audience 
seemed displeased with Miles’s response: shaking heads and groans expressing 
disappointment. Towards the end of the discussion, a professor from this large Midwestern 
university asked a question regarding the play’s alleged role in its perpetuation of racism. 
He was an African American male, somewhere in his late thirties or forties, and wore a 
light brown dress shirt with dark brown or black dress pants. He appeared livid when 
asking his question. He ranted about white students wearing Chief t-shirts and being 
apathetic to, or completely unaware of, racism on campus. As he was ranting, the majority 
of remaining audience members applauded in approval of his question. Accordingly, I felt 
that they were in agreement. The actors expressed their concern and shared in his 
frustration, but when responding to his accusation of them perpetuating stereotypes, they 
said that their play isn’t “designed to do that” and that their production only seeks to be a 
catalyst for discussing racial discourse. This response was followed by applause, but it was 
clearly not as thunderous as the professor’s.  
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III. Interviews:
(A) University Administrator: 
                        The university administrator supported his decision in inviting N*W*C to 
the campus’s performing arts center. He began the interview by telling a story of how he, 
while in his youth, was harassed and beaten by a handful of white individuals for not 
revealing information as to where they could find blacks and Hispanics to assault. He noted 
that incident as being a life defining experience which catapulted him into civil rights 
issues. While working at the performing arts center he sees the “importance of mixing both 
personal and professional aspects.” Because issues pertaining to race and racism have 
occupied the better half of his life and because N*W*C, in his opinion, sought to help 
counter racial misconceptions, as well as foster positive implications for the university’s 
climate, he thought it in the university’s interests to invite N*W*C. 
After viewing N*W*C, he felt even stronger about his decision to invite the 
play to campus. At first glance, he was not interested in the play; he said that “the title 
turned him off from it; it was unattractive.” However, after hearing about the acclaim it had 
received while on other college campuses, he chose to investigate it further. His decision to 
finally invite the play was based on the following: his admiration for the “authenticity” that 
drove the actors to do such as piece, his interest in autobiographical work, the notion that 
the actors were “[delving] into matters pertaining to race and racism,” and the potential 
value this play had in helping to improve campus climate. He said that in looking for pieces 
of work to have on any college campus, “one should look for art that is genuine, creative, 
and has the potential to contribute in a positive and meaningful way.” However, after 
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taking a few moments, he did concede that he was disappointed how N*W*C* didn’t have 
as much of a constructive impact here as it had in other locales. 
When asked if his campus was ready for a play like N*W*C, he answered, 
“Yes I do.” We can have [a play like] this without ‘race fights.’ We’re better as a result of 
seeing [this] production.” He says we should not be afraid of a play like N*W*C if we 
believe in an academic mindset, and that we should be able to discuss issues pertaining to 
race and racism without becoming uncivil. He understands people’s criticisms of the play, 
but, nevertheless, states that N*W*C* is no magical solution to racial issues; it is one small 
piece of a massive effort to fight ideas of racism. He believes that if we focus so much on 
making the “perfect decision,” we will never get anywhere with anything. However, after 
pausing a few moments, he expressed sadness and admitted that it did, in fact, hurt him to 
know that some people were upset and offended by the show. The university administrator, 
furthermore, stated that “people expressed appreciation for [the invitation] of N*W*C*.” 
                        When asked if he would bring N*W*C back to campus, he said yes, “but if 
they did come back, he would [prefer that they] perform a different project.” At the end of 
the interview, he concludes by saying that we should support up-and-coming artists. 
“[They] are learning and getting better with more experience.” In the end, while 
recognizing some of N*W*C’s shortcomings, as well as other people’s distaste with the 
play, he still believed that he was right in inviting the actors to perform on his campus. If 
he could do it again, he would. 
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(B) Ethnic Faculty Members:
Two ethnic faculty members from two distinct academic departments were 
interviewed regarding their feelings towards and reactions to N*W*C. The first faculty 
member interviewed “didn’t think [the play] was a moment of ill intent.” However, she 
thought its presentation was problematic. She went on to add that many other ethnic faculty 
members were upset at the pressure given to publicize the play. “The administration 
pressured us to encourage our students to attend the performance.” Regarding the kind of 
reaction she expected to see on campus, she was “surprised that not all of the racialized 
units were in solidarity.” She also felt that the show was much worse than what she was 
expecting. “[The] show was not really about dismantling stereotypes.” When asked as to 
how this play impacts racial stereotypes, she responded by stating that “it affirmed them.” 
She adds, “I asked a [young family member who went to the show that same] question. He 
responded, ‘Blacks have big penises. Asians are smart. Mexicans need green cards and they 
work hard.’” 
The second ethnic faculty member interviewed thought initially that the 
play was “shallow, awful and not funny.” This ethnic faculty member did not see the actual 
play, so his responses stem from initial thoughts and preconceptions. His main concerns 
with the play had to do with the form it took and its spoken word technique. He stated that 
the chosen technique (comedy and spoken word) was “not the best medium to talk about 
racial stereotypes.” This play, in his opinion, should only be used “for amusement and 
entertainment [purposes only], not [educational].” He didn’t feel that discussions 
surrounding N*W*C were “intellectually based.” He did not like the “knee-jerk reaction” 
from other ethnic faculty members (specifically referencing Professor Cha-Jua’s letter). He 
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said that he and his department wanted to converse with other faculty members, students, 
and intellectuals in order to better understand the play and then judge it. Because he and his 
department chose not to boycott the play, they were, therefore, made to appear as if they 
supported it. This he described with much frustration. He said that he and his department 
were taking “not [a] neutral but, [rather], intelligent position.” He also found it interesting 
how people “waffled around supporting and boycotting the play.” He said the play “didn’t 
affect campus climate to the extent of impairing or fracturing relationships. To say a 
performance can be racist,” he added, “denies the audience’s interpretation. Words are 
words, and they need to be contextualized. We need to understand why people are using 
words and the history behind it. We need better forums to stage this attempt to educate the 
campus.” He claimed that “bringing [to campus] eloquent speakers are more racist than a 
group of three performers.” In the end, he was irritated that “so many resources were spent 
on this play.” 
(C) Students:
In total, five students were interviewed. Of the five, one identified as 
African American, one as Latino, two as Asian, and one as Middle-Eastern. What proceeds 
is an examination of each student’s interview followed by a summary analysis. 
Student # 1: This student identified himself as an Asian male. Taken as a 
whole, this student enjoyed N*W*C. He felt that this play was “very effective” in getting 
its message of unity and equality across to the audience. Consequently, he would 
recommend this play to everybody believing that they would have “a good time.” 
Nevertheless, he did not see this play having heavy implications on campus climate. In his 
opinion, few people attended the performances. He criticized the play in that it was not 
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advertised enough. In time, he felt, N*W*C would simply fade out of everyone’s memory. 
He believed this play to have little or no effect on stereotypes; therefore, he anticipated his 
school’s campus climate to remain unchanged. Furthermore, this student believes that 
comedy is the medium in which matters pertaining to race should be discussed. He feels 
that lectures and seminars “are too dry and boring.” If nothing else, he adds, “[the medium] 
should be some form of entertainment.”  
Student # 2: This student identified herself as an Asian female. She 
“respected [N*W*C] as a piece of art” and believed the play to be entertaining. She would 
recommend this show to others, but only under the condition that they watch it with an 
open mind. She believes that this play would foster “good conversations about ‘race’” in 
general. “It would give people insight.” She also marveled at the play’s set-up. 
“[Production] was very intentional. People laughed when they were supposed to, and 
people were quiet when they were supposed to.” She stated that she had actually learned 
more about stereotypes through N*W*C; there were some negative stereotypes that she had 
previously been unaware of (she did not specify). “Taken with a narrow mind,” she goes 
on, “this play will perpetuate stereotypes. However, it does have the potential to change the 
hearts of those who come to see it with an open mind.” From the play, she took away a 
greater understanding of how students and faculty on her campus react to racial issues. By 
observing people’s reactions to N*W*C, she feels better able serve her campus community. 
She concludes by expressing her beliefs as to how issues/matters pertaining to race should 
be discussed. “Issues pertaining to race should be discussed in a delicate fashion with lots 
of thought. Race should be treated like ethnicity. [People] should [be able to] talk about 
race as if it’s not taboo. [Everyone] should be able to discuss race in an enjoyable way, 
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without argument, that doesn’t offend people.” N*W*C works for this student because, 
according to her, it shows how people can look past their differences and become friends.   
Student # 3: This student identified himself as a Hispanic male. This student 
hated everything about N*W*C. He thought that the play “was highly inappropriate.” He 
viewed it as a mockery of minorities and specifically black, Asian, and Hispanic 
individuals. In general, he thought “it was an excuse, especially for white students, to laugh 
at negative racial stereotypes.” He believed that the actors were motivated by money, and 
that the play lacked substance. If he could offer any suggestions to the actors, he would 
advise them to not even perform the play. Furthermore, he believes this play to only 
perpetuate a hostile racial climate with its use of stereotypes. This student expressed great 
concern over the possible effects this play would have on stereotypes. He felt that this play 
would “tell students that it’s okay to laugh at and make fun of stereotypes.” Moreover, he 
saw this play as working to help justify last year’s racially-themed parties. When asked if 
he learned anything from the play, he said that he learned that people (whites and non-
whites) fail to take racism seriously. Accordingly, he stressed that issues/matters pertaining 
to race should be discussed “in a serious manner” and not made out to be a joke. 
           Student # 4: This student identified himself as an African American male. In 
general, he thought that the play was well put together, but he did not believe it to be 
entertaining. According to him, what made the play strong was its controversial nature. He 
liked how the play spoke “candidly” about race and how it, through its candid presentation, 
brought racial issues to the forefront of people’s minds. He believes that the play serves to 
show as to how much hidden tension there is among races. Furthermore, he sees the play as 
evidence of people being knowledgeable about such racial tensions. However, regarding its 
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effects on stereotypes, he “[did] not think the play would have much affect on people’s 
stereotypical views.” However, he does believe that the play will “raise awareness that 
stereotypes exist.” and “provoke discussions about [such] stereotypes.” Overall, he feels 
N*W*C can only serve to foster an environment for growth and change. He would 
recommend this play to others. 
Student # 5: This student identified herself as a Middle-Eastern female. She 
felt that “the net effect [was] good” concerning N*W*C, and that, overall, it was funny. 
However, she did find some fault with the play: sexism towards women, the lack of women 
in the show, and the constant mentioning of the male genitalia. She also saw N*W*C as 
failing to represent all the possible racial experiences. “For instance, she states, “there were 
no Native Americans [in the play].” To improve the play, she suggests getting rid of the 
“sexualization of women.” She stressed that there is a “very different experience being a 
woman of color versus a man of color.” Furthermore, she felt that the script allows for the 
inclusion of female actors and believes that the play should change accordingly. 
Nonetheless, N*W*C is a play that she would recommend to others. “It makes you think,” 
she asserts. She believed that the play was attempting to dispel negative racial stereotypes. 
She saw the play as trying to persuade people to look and judge individuals from within 
(character) rather than without (skin color). When asked what medium she would employ 
to discuss racial issues, she answered with that of forums and/or lectures. She felt that those 
individuals who “needed” to see the play had not seen it. She emphasized the importance of 
reaching to new crowds and getting those who are mindful of racial issues to see the play. 
This is more a critique of the university’s failure to engage the whole campus community 
in racial dialogue than it is of N*W*C. 
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Conclusion of Analysis: Out of the five student interviewees, four found the 
play enjoyable and valuable. The one student interviewee who disliked the play hated every 
aspect of it. To him, N*W*C made a charade of racial stereotypes. In his mind, the play 
had no value or substance. While everyone agreed that N*W*C had its drawbacks, those 
who reacted positively to the play felt that N*W*C was a step in the right direction in 
helping to fight prejudice, bias, discrimination, and injustice. These four students saw 
N*W*C as a starting point for future dialogue on racial issues. Moreover, the answer of 
what medium serves best to discuss issues of race revealed a near consensus among 
respondents. The majority of respondents felt that issues/matters pertaining to race should 
be discussed in a delicate but candid context that seeks not offend anyone nor lessen the 
seriousness of race itself. Whatever medium chosen must be able to garner people’s 
attention without boring them. 
  
Limitations of Research/Implications for Future Research:
This study is not without its limitations and shortcomings. Of the students who had 
seen the play, only five were interviewed. It proved troublesome, first of all, to find 
students who had seen the play. It was even more difficult, among this population, to find 
students who would agree to participate in this study. Furthermore, of those that did agree 
to participate, some backed out. Many of the students we contacted expressed interest in 
our study. However, when asked to partake in an interview discussing their reactions to the 
play, many students either declined or, after agreeing, failed to respond to our 
correspondence. In this regard, my colleagues and I simply interviewed who we could. 
Accordingly, our findings are, not surprisingly, lacking some generalizability. Furthermore, 
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our five interviews lacked responses from Caucasian students. There were some Caucasian 
students who had shown interest in participating in our study, but they did not return our 
correspondence. Regarding our field notes, there is always the chance of leaving something 
out. My colleagues and I compared our field notes, and we believed them to be quite 
sufficient. What one researcher left out, the other took note of. Our field notes were, in 
essence, a team effort. Nevertheless, because there is always the possibility of each of us 
missing and/or neglecting certain aspects in unobtrusive research, I have, thus, decided to 
list it as a potential shortcoming. For instance, when taking field notes in the performing 
arts center, it was very hard to identify some individuals because the lights were dimmed. 
Also, because the show was sold out and the auditorium full, we had to make our best 
guess in regards to demographics. 
Focusing now on implications and future study, I begin by discussing 
methodological improvements. As previously stated, one of our most severe limitations is 
our low number of interview participants. In solving this, we would have to significantly 
increase the number of interviewees and include participants from as many different 
demographics as possible. Increasing the number of research participants would, 
consequently, require a lengthier time for research and data collecting. A lengthier study 
would also provide a better opportunity for studying N*W*C’s (or another play of its 
nature’s) implications on campus climate. Other methods of collecting student responses 
would be valuable as well. More engagement activities, group discussion forums, and 
online, as well as (possibly) telephone questionnaires and other data gathering techniques 
would serve our research well. Simply put, new methods provide more means of collecting 
data. This would logically increase the likelihood of gathering more participants and, 
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consequently, improve on our data’s generalizability. When providing implications for 
future field note-taking, my suggestions may seem broad but are, nevertheless, critical. 
Improving field note-taking would require the researcher to simply become more attentive 
and unobtrusive when recording his or her observations. Because there is always the 
chance of limiting one’s research when relying on field notes (so many variables come into 
play when gathering field notes), I suggest that a researcher provide him or herself with 
various and numerous opportunities for collecting field notes. The more field notes a 
researcher collects the less significant small and, in my opinion, inevitable limitations 
become. By limitations, I refer to matters such as neglect and guessing in times of 
uncertainty.  
Personal Reflection/Conclusion: 
My own feelings regarding N*W*C are mixed. I understand that the actors are 
trying to fight stereotypes through their production. As they say, they want to, with their 
show, turn racial stereotypes “on their heads.” At the same time, however, I understand that 
there is always the possibility of perpetuating negative racial stereotypes through their 
usage regardless of what ends their meant to serve. It becomes then a matter of intention 
versus impact. Any undertaking can be well-intended and meant to serve some good, but if 
its impact proves detrimental, then what does it matter of one’s intentions? Here, a 
detrimental impact would mean the perpetuation of negative racial stereotypes. I agree with 
the actors that this play serves as a starting point for discussing issues pertaining to race 
and racism. I also agree that this play isn’t, as the actors noted, the “end all, be all” for 
racial discourse. Nonetheless, I do not perceive such rationale as a means to justify the 
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possibility of perpetuating racial stereotypes. If such perpetuation occurs, regardless of its 
degree, then the play is doing something wrong. If some aspect of the show is causing 
audience members to miss its intended message, the play should be modified. Looking 
back, I remember hearing talk about boycotting N*W*C. I, personally, would refrain from 
taking that route. Instead of boycotting N*W*C, which doesn’t purposefully promote 
hatred and racial animosity, I would rather protest or boycott the invitation of, for instance, 
a Ku Klux Klan sponsored organization, which would, most likely, preach hatred and racial 
animosity. Furthermore, boycotting requires time and resources that, I feel, would be better 
spent boycotting, for instance, a company that manufactures and distributes harmful 
products that could prove lethal to consumers/buyers. 
One of the biggest concerns regarding N*W*C was whether its comedic context 
would serve as a proper medium for discussing matters pertaining to race and racism. For 
the most part, respondents thought so, and I feel that, based on their reasoning, they had 
good justification for believing in such. However, there is always the risk of comedy 
lessening the seriousness of issues that require serious mindsets. That is why I’m hesitant 
to agree with most of the respondents. Regarding implications on campus climate, I don’t 
believe them to be significant. Most of those interviewed saw this play as having positive 
implications due to its timing (giving the campus’s current context) and its ability to serve 
as a starting point for racial discourse. However, the university failed to follow-up N*W*C 
with engagement activities that could have furthered the racial discourse stemming from 
the play. While implications for campus climate may have existed, they did not last, and 
the play seemed to have become another piece of work that was here one day and gone the 
next. In closing, it is my hope that this study can make a contribution to the growing body 
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of research being conducted on campus climate and the experience of underrepresented 
groups at this large Midwestern university.    
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